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Service Quality: A Study of Perceptions between Business and Leisure Groups of High-Speed Ferry Passengers in Thailand
Abstract

Service quality is of vital importance for all service industries in the world. Over the last two decades both academic and the business sectors devoted huge resources to the studies, because of immediate benefits to daily operations of service organizations. In particular, it is important for a unique context of a new high-speed ferry service commenced in Thailand. Since it is a new public service, both the Government and the ferry service provider are imperatively eager to know the perceptions of passengers on the service quality of the service provided, especially after Government’s grant of exclusive licenses to the operator, and the latter had committed a substantial amount of capital expenditures in this business. 
For the purpose of this study, the Servqual model (Parasuraman1985) was employed, and the generic five dimensions were retained with modification to items for each dimension. Accordingly an instrument with Likert’s 5 point scale to measure the attitudes of different groups of passengers towards the service quality of the Company was developed. The instrument consists five dimensions, namely tangible, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy, and with a total of 22 items for dimensions. These items were derived from a pool of 36 items, and after consultation with experienced shipping executives in the industry. The questionnaire was pretested by staff at the passenger terminal of the service operator in Thailand. The instrument was trialed by reliability and validity tests, and found appropriate for administration. The data was collected and then transmitted to the researcher for processing and analysis. This study took a narrow approach to just test the perceptions of passengers, and therefore only independent T Test was employed for hypotheses test purpose. The null hypotheses are: there are no difference of perceptions on tangible quality, and for each dimension, between business group and leisure group of passengers. The findings are that both business and leisure group of passengers hold positive attitudes toward the company, and had generally the same evaluation on the service quality provided by the shipping company. The results confirmed with the expectation of the company and the Government as well. Because the results further confirmed the achievements of the company, and provide useful data for further improvement of the services by the company, and with solid evidence for Government’s public policy making. The results of the study with positive attitudes of the passengers also help promote local tourism industry, and help, with a good corporate image, facilitate the Government economic plan in the area.
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1. Introduction 
This study relates to a context of high-speed ferry services between the eastern and the western coasts of the Gulf of Thailand by a local shipping company under the exclusive rights granted by the Government. The services officially commenced on February 1, 2017, and the company had invested a substantial amount of capital expenditure in the service project, including a modern fleet of six high-speed catamarans with 350 passenger seats each. The number of passengers utilizing the services is expected to reach about 2.0 million a year in two years after the inception of the services. The research problem is to identify the perceptions of different groups of passengers, the business and the leisure groups, on service quality of the company. The objective of this study is to provide solid findings, through testing hypotheses, for operation improvements. The results of this study will be incorporated into corporate marketing strategies for improvements of services in future; because this ferry services project is part of the plan of the Government to boost local tourism economy, and to accommodate the development plan of the “East Economic Corridor” in Thailand.
This study will focus on the perceptions on service quality by two types of passengers, under the Servqual model (Parasuraman1985). Since Servqual is a multi-faceted construct used for traditional services industries, substantial amount of researches had been done on this field in the past years, yet there had been few researches on ferry services industry in particular, in the high-speed ferry services domain. Accordingly, this study will (1) develop a reliable and valid instrument, for the measurement of the service quality of the Company, which includes five dimensions using the identical names of the Servqual, but with different names of 22 items (questions) to suit the context under study; (2) test the instrument by convenient sampling method; and (3) analyze the data collected on preliminary report basis to the Company. Specifically, using Likert scale, some typical questions, two for each dimension, are (1) Are facilities are up to standards? Is ship’s appearance appealing? (2) Is sailing schedule always on time? Are employees dependable to assist customers? (3) Are employees always promised to offer help? Did employees take prompt action to solve customer’s problems? (4) Did customers feel safe to take the ferry services? Are employees well supported to do their jobs? (5) Did employees give customers individual attention? Is it flexible to reschedule or cancel tickets? Within the context, some unique questions include “ship’s appearance”, which refers to the streamline outlook of ships and the color; and “facilities” refer to safety equipment for rescue operation, boarding gear and security check system etc. (Appendix A: Questionnaire)
2. Literature review
The purpose of this study is to identify whether there are differences in terms of perception on service quality between the business group and the leisure group of passengers; because it is very important to meet the expectation of passengers and retain their patronage, due to even more intensified competition nowadays. The service quality is critical to a business in order to succeed, because it is the most important for customers’ purchasing decisions. (Yaya etal.2011)  Parasuraman et al. (1985) proposed a service model called SERVQUAL to measure difference between customer expectations and perceptions of level of service quality of business. However, Chowdhary and Parkash (2007) claimed that it is impossible to generalize the dimensions of Servqual (Parasuraman et al. 1985) to apply to all types of services, and suggested that tailor made instrument with unique dimensions should be make to suit each specific contextual situation. Compez Lopez (1996) suggested that for measuring service quality in shipping industry, several dimensions are relevant, namely, frequency, reliability of scheduling, speed, safety and prices. This is deemed applicable to the context of this study, and accordingly the instrument had incorporated such elements, but under different dimensions modified. Baird (2004) suggested that route characteristics, sophistication (quality of interior arrangements, and speed are critical factors to shipping companies, when considering capital expenditures for acquiring tangible facilities, in this case the ferries, for high-speed ferry services. Ceder (2006) provided a ferry routes evaluation model which shows that the service route is also one of the important factor affecting ferry services. Ceder (2006) conducted a survey in Hong Kong passenger ferry industry, and suggested that there are several attitudes affecting the market demand for ferry services, there are fare, voyage hours, waiting duration, walking time and comfort level on board. Chen et al (2016) did a survey on cruise passengers and found out that the determinants for their choice to a trip are the conditions of cabin and restaurants on board.  Ceder’s survey showed that there would be about 15% increase in demand expected if some tangible items are improved. Gilmore (1992) pointed out that passengers require high standard of on-board services with flexible choice for individual needs. These are relevant to empathy and responsiveness issues. Bell et al. (1972) pointed out that personal interact dimension is the core through which the service of the company is actually served and completed. While the physical features includes appearance of the facilities, equipment, personnel and communication information. Reimer and Kuehn (2005) argued that physical quality of service can be directly observed, and the personal contact features of the service quality can only be experienced. Fodness and Murray (2002) argued that there dimension of service quality, namely responsiveness, assurance and empathy are relevant to personal interactive nature, while the tangible and reliability are physical nature of the construct. Ganesan-Lim et al. (2008) stressed that to understand the relationship between perception of service quality and demographic data, because the information is useful for developing better products or services to customers. According to Miller et al. (2002), there are six measures of service quality, namely; 1) sailing frequency, 2) service hours, 3) service routes, 4) passenger capacity, 5) reliability, and 6) transit ratio. Ladhari(2009) argued that many of the Servqual items do not generally apply in all specific contexts, therefore users often modify those items. Karatepe et al. (2005) suggested that managers or researchers should develop own instrument to fit its unique context of services. 
For the purpose of the research problem in this study and based on the literature review on theories relevant to this context, it is found that Servqual model should be applied to this study, including its construct and five measurement dimensions and 22 items. Since Parasuraman suggested Servqual (Parasuraman et al.1985), researches in this filed have been done extensively, and its applications have covered many service industries, such as hospital, nursing home, air line, traditional ferries, trains, and other industries. Some studies did refer to the passenger ferry business, but they defer in term of context. On the contrary, the context for this study is unique, in terms of speed, time saving (more than 29 knots per hours at sea), and amenity environment on board, as compared with other researches done in ferry services. Therefore, Servqaul measurement scale and questions were modified to suit the context. Apparently, the items to be used are justifiable and the results of the survey would provide solid grounds and reasons for improvement of the services in future. From the above research, it can be seem that those items like tangible, reliability, assurance, are more frequently discussed by many researchers are theoretically well grounded, and shall be incorporated in the development of the instrument for the purpose of this research to constitute as the research framework with the Servqual as the key theory. Regarding the study approach, Pantouvakis (2006) took a relatively more specific way to focus on the quality of port services to passengers. In this study, it followed this approach to integrate the port services to measure the service quality of the company, because the boarding facilities belong to and operated by the same company, rather than a separated entity. Therefore, the Servqual model is deemed appropriate, adopted and modified in items to apply to the unique context of  this high-speed ferry service in Thailand.

Based on the above literature review, the conceptual map of this study is designed and shown as Figure 1 below:





                                                                                       Hypothesis

Figure 1. Conceptual map (theory: Servqual, Parasuraman et al.1985)
Within the above framework, the research problem is to identify the perceptions of two groups of passengers on the service quality of the Company. The theory employed is Servqual (Parasuraman et al.1985). The measurement instrument is developed in accordance with the generic scale of the model with five dimensions, namely, tangible, reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy. Those 22 items were retained with modification. The instrument with Likert 5 point scale and the item questions were tested by experienced executives in the maritime industry, and the data from 60 cases by convenience sampling were collected by staff of the shipping company in Thailand. The data was then transmitted to the researcher for processing and report to the management of the shipping company. 
This study will employ the following five hypotheses with type I error alpha at 0.05.  Where u1 represents business group of passengers, u2 represents leisure group of passengers.
1. Tangible quality test
H0:  There is no difference of perceptions on tangible quality between business group and   leisure group of passengers.

Ha:  There is difference of perceptions on tangible quality between business group and the leisure group of passengers.
        H0: u1= u2        Ha: u1≠ u2
2. Reliability quality test

H0:  There is no difference of perceptions on reliability quality between business group and   leisure group of passengers.

Ha:  There is difference of perceptions on reliability quality between business group and the leisure group of passengers.

        H0: u1= u2        Ha: u1≠ u2
3. Responsiveness quality test

H0:  There is no difference of perceptions on responsiveness quality between business group and   leisure group of passengers.

Ha:  There is difference of perceptions on responsiveness quality between business group and the leisure group of passengers.

        H0: u1= u2        Ha: u1≠ u2
4.  Assurance quality test

H0:  There is no difference of perceptions on assurance quality between business group and   leisure group of passengers.

Ha:  There is difference of perceptions on assurance quality between business group and the leisure group of passengers.

        H0: u1= u2        Ha: u1≠ u2
5. Empathy quality test

H0:  There is no difference of perceptions on empathy quality between business group and   leisure group of passengers.

Ha:  There is difference of perceptions on empathy quality between business group and the leisure group of passengers.

    H0: u1= u2        Ha: u1≠ u2
3. Methodology 
In order to develop a measurement instrument, this study follows the suggested process by Churchill (1979). There are eight steps, namely, 1) specify domain of construct, 2) generate sample of items, 3) collect data, 4) purify measure, 5) collect data, 6) assess reliability, 7) assess validity, and 8) develop norms. In step 1, the researcher established a research framework with Servqual as the key construct to solve the research problem after research on related previous literature in the context of maritime ferry services industry. The construct of Servqual, the Service Quality, dimensions, and the generic items of the construct are adopted in this research. Because of its unique context in this study, such generic items were modified, with names of five dimension remain unchanged, to suit the unique context, that is the high-speed ferry service, researches of this kind had been seldom done. In step 2, 36 items were developed through telephone conversation or documentation exchanges with three executives and two frontline staff of the Company in Thailand. An item pool consisting 41 items was generated, with 11 items under the tangible dimension, 6 items under reliability, 6 items under responsiveness, and 12 items under empathy dimension, respectively. In step 3, a draft questionnaire was developed with two parts, in the first part there were demographic questions, e.g. gender, age, marital status, education, earnings, and purpose of visits etc. In the second part there are five dimensions (total 22 items), namely the tangible quality (four items), reliability quality (five items), responsiveness quality (four items), empathy quality (five items) and assurance quality (four items), where the first three dimensions are considered as the physical nature, while the last two dimensions are considered as interaction nature. (Fodness and Murray (2002)) The Likert 5 point measurement scale, from strongly disagree to strongly agree, was used in the questionnaire. To ascertain the reliability and validity of items, research on the literature for each items to seek the theoretical support. The instrument was put forward to test on convenient sampling basis, and the results were then collected and analyzed. A convenient sampling approach was adopted to collect data by staff at the passenger terminal in Thailand. A total number of 60 questionnaires were collected by the staff of the company. Data was then transmitted to the researcher for further analysis. In steps 4, 5, 6 and 7, in the purifying process, ANOVA factoring analyses were run for each dimension with related items, two dimensions namely reliability, and empathy were found not appropriate for purification by KMO test. While tangible (KMO: 0.548), responsiveness (KMO: 0.587) and assurance (KMO: 0.607) dimensions were considered as at the lower level for purification. (Appendix D and Table 1) Reliability tests, by Cronbach’s Alpha, for each dimension were also curried out, and the findings are all above 0.7, which are considered appropriate for administration. (Appendix D and Table 1)
Table 1: Results of reliability and validity tests
	Dimension
	Reliability test
	Validity test

	Tangible quality
	Cronbach’s alpha: 0.741
	KMO:  0.548

	Reliability quality
	Cronbach’s alpha: 0.785
	KMO: 

	Responsiveness quality
	Cronbach’s alpha: 0.706
	KMO:  0.587

	Assurance quality
	Cronbach’s alpha: 0.770
	KMO:  0.607

	Empathy quality
	Cronbach’s alpha: 0.811
	KMO:  


After going through the process, the results show that the instrument is generally reliable for administration. The type I risk control alpha is set at 0.05, where the results fall in the rejection areas, then H0s will be rejected in favor of Has, if the results fall in the accept areas, then the results shall be accepted with the risks of accepting type II error, which is 1- alpha. For the purpose of the research problem, the data collected from 60 randomly sampled cases will be put for independent T test.

4. Results 
The results of the hypotheses tests indicate that (1) business group passengers usually gave score slightly above average, while leisure group of passengers gave slightly lower scores; and (2) when looking into the independent T test, the result of which indicate that there are no statistically significant differences between the business group and the leisure group of passengers. Detailed results of statistics are incorporated hereto as Appendix B.
1. Results of the independent T tests for inferential report
a) Null Hypothesis for tangible dimension should be accepted, since all P > 0.05, with equal variances; and there are no statistically significant difference between the business group and the leisure group of passengers.
b)  Null Hypothesis for reliability dimension should be accepted, since all P > 0.05, with equal variances, and there are no statistically significant difference between the business group and the leisure group of passengers.
c) Null Hypothesis for responsiveness dimension should be accepted, since all P > 0.05, with equal variances, and there are no statistically significant difference between the business group and the leisure group of passengers.
d) Null Hypothesis for assurance dimension should be accepted, since all P > 0.05, with equal variances, and there are no statistically significant difference between the business group and the leisure group of passengers.

e) Null Hypothesis for empathy dimension should be accepted, since all P > 0.05, with equal variances, and there are no statistically significant difference between the business group and the leisure group of passengers.

2. Results for descriptive report
From the results of the descriptive analysis, it is obvious that business group passengers scored higher than leisure group in most of the dimensions, except in item E1 individual attention under the empathy dimension, but generally the differences are almost negligible. (Appendix C)
5. Discussion
The merits of this study are: 1) it provides a preliminary tested instrument to measure service quality in a unique context in maritime sector; 2) the results of the research confirmed with the expectation of passengers as well as that of the management of the company, especially after substantial capital expenditure committed by the company. 3)  it provides clues and suggestion in terms of passengers’ attitudes towards items of the construct; and 4) it provides a preliminary tested instrument to measure passengers’ attitude towards service quality in the context of high-speed-ferry service for peer operators; 5) provide solid evidence for the Government for consideration in public policy making in this sector; and 6) it help promote local tourism industry by projecting a positive corporate image to the general public as a whole.
However, there are some limitations when generalizing the results of this study, because the instrument is merely a limited pretested tool, it is subject to further robustness, further tests both in the design and the administration with larger samples size are strongly suggested.
Because of the time limitation in this study, a relatively narrow focus on the perceptions of passengers on service quality was taken. In reality the situation may be more complex; because there must be many other factors that may affect the service quality in that particular context. However, after further robustness of the instrument, and larger sample size and more tests by other statistical techniques are employed; the quality of the study would be improved. 

However, even a simple questionnaire like this one would provide additional useful information, because the management of the company can make use of those demographic data for different studies. The results of the questionnaire also provide the management with useful information, such as scores for items under individual dimensions of Servqual, for future improvement of operation. 

This study is based on several assumptions; 1) respondents are not biased, 2) data were collected by convenience sampling, 3) data were collect by staff of the ferry operator in Thailand. 
6. Conclusion 
The results of the study show that both groups of passengers are satisfied with current service quality by the Company, and there are no statistically significant differences on perceptions towards service quality between business group and leisure group passengers utilizing the high-speed ferry services in Thailand. 
Based on the data and facts collected in the course of the research as well as the results of analysis, it is suggested that the management should pay attention to some issue; they are 1) Compliance with personal interactions dimensions, such as responsiveness, assurance, empathy, should be enhanced, and crew members should take regular training programs to acquire new skills to improve services level; 2) Items in physical dimensions such tangible and reliability should be  explored to further detailed areas to secure safety and security for passengers, such rescue equipment, security check equipment should be on regular maintenance schemes to ensure safety and security for passengers; and 3) further marketing efforts should be committed to promote company’s image and its service brand.
Appendix  A. 

Questionnaire

Appendix A. Measurement Scale for Passenger Perceptions on Service Quality of the High-Speed Ferry Service in Thailand
Service Quality Measurement Scale
By Royal Passenger Liner Co., Ltd. Thailand
HUANG Jianji

DBA Student, UWSTD

Email: ackhuan@163.com
Tel: 852- 6951 3130

86-1360 2837 482

Sheet No.                 Venue: onboard            Date/time:
Thank you for choosing Royal Passenger Liner services. We would appreciate your feedback so we can continue to improve our services for you. Please kindly fill out this questionnaire and return it to our cabin crew before your disembarkation.
I. Demographic data 
1. Gender: Male, Female 

2. Age: Below 21, Between; 21 – 50, More than 50

3. Marital status: Single, Married, Married without children
4. Education background: High school, Graduate, Post graduate, 

5. Occupation: Student, Retired, Education, Finance, Production, House wife, 0ther

6. Earnings: per annum USD (‘000), Below30, Between 31 – 50, More than 51, 

7. Purpose of travel: Business, Leisure

II. Service quality
Please kindly answer each of the following questions by a tick on the number you had chosen.
Strongly disagree ---- Strongly agree  
(Likert Measurement Scale, with 5 points from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree)
Tangible quality
01T1. Are facilities up to standards? (ship, equipment, boarding gear, and security- check system etc).

02T2. Is ship’s appearance appealing? (shape and color).

03T3. Is the crew team able to provide professional services? (informative, and ship

          maneuvering etc.).

04T4. Is the cabin environment is enjoyable? (seats, decoration, lighting, ventilation, space etc.).

Reliability quality
05R1. Is sailing schedule is always on time?
06R2. Is ticketing always smooth and correct?
07R3. Is the Baggage checking efficient?
08R4. Did the crew team provide its services at the time they promise?
09R5. Are employees dependable to assist customers to solve problems?
Responsiveness quality
10RSP1. Were employees always promised to offer help?
11RSP2. Was crew assistance is always available? 

12RSP3. Were customers always given feedbacks?
13RSP4. Did employees take prompt actions to solve customers’ problems?
Assurance quality
14A1. Are employees are trust worth?
15A2. Did customers feel safe to take the ferry services?
16A3. Were employees are always polite?
17A4. Were employees well supported to do their jobs well?
Empathy quality
18E1. Did employees give customers individual attention?
19E2. Employees shown respect to my privacy on board?
20E3. Did crew members take good care of me on board when I needed?
21E4. Were crew members willing to listen to my problems? 

22E5. Is it flexible to reschedule or cancel tickets?
Appendix B. Results of Independent T Test
	Independent T test

	
	Levene’s test
	T test for equality of means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	DF
	Sig.（two tailed）
	SD
	SE mean
	 95% CI

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	L
	U

	T1 Facilities are up to standard
	Assumed
equal
	0.157
	0.693
	0.711
	58
	0.480
	0.148
	0.208
	-0.269
	0.565

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.706
	53.956
	0.483
	0.148
	0.210
	-0.273
	0.569

	T2 Ship's appearance
	Assumed

equal
	0.349
	0.557
	0.117
	58
	0.907
	0.024
	0.201
	-0.379
	0.426

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.116
	53.756
	0.908
	0.024
	0.203
	-0.383
	0.430

	T3 Crew professional service
	Assumed

equal
	0.113
	0.738
	-0.466
	58
	0.643
	-0.091
	0.195
	-0.481
	0.299

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	-0.463
	53.645
	0.646
	-0.091
	0.197
	-0.485
	0.303

	T4 Cabin environment
	Assumed

equal
	0.006
	0.941
	0.897
	58
	0.374
	0.185
	0.207
	-0.228
	0.599

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.892
	54.450
	0.376
	0.185
	0.208
	-0.231
	0.601

	R1 Sailing schedule
	Assumed

equal
	1.235
	0.271
	0.980
	58
	0.331
	0.158
	0.162
	-0.165
	0.482

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.955
	48.233
	0.344
	0.158
	0.166
	-0.175
	0.491

	R2 Ticketing
	Assumed

equal
	0.350
	0.556
	-0.092
	58
	0.927
	-0.017
	0.182
	-0.381
	0.348

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	-0.093
	56.946
	0.926
	-0.017
	0.181
	-0.379
	0.345

	R3 Baggage checking
	Assumed

equal
	0.042
	0.837
	0.109
	58
	0.913
	0.020
	0.185
	-0.350
	0.390

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.110
	56.382
	0.913
	0.020
	0.184
	-0.348
	0.389

	R4 Crew promise
	Assumed

equal
	1.026
	0.315
	0.988
	57
	0.327
	0.162
	0.164
	-0.166
	0.491

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.968
	48.925
	0.338
	0.162
	0.167
	-0.174
	0.499

	R5 Dependable employees
	Assumed

equal
	0.202
	0.655
	1.427
	58
	0.159
	0.279
	0.196
	-0.112
	0.671

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	1.432
	56.306
	0.158
	0.279
	0.195
	-0.112
	0.670

	RSP1 Promised help
	Assumed

equal
	0.024
	0.877
	0.784
	58
	0.436
	0.138
	0.176
	-0.214
	0.490

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.789
	56.810
	0.433
	0.138
	0.175
	-0.212
	0.489

	RSP2 Crew assistance available
	Assumed

equal
	0.005
	0.945
	0.516
	58
	0.608
	0.094
	0.183
	-0.272
	0.460

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.519
	56.800
	0.606
	0.094
	0.182
	-0.270
	0.458

	RSP3 Giving feedback
	Assumed

equal
	2.743
	0.103
	-0.092
	58
	0.927
	-0.017
	0.182
	-0.381
	0.348

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	-0.094
	57.990
	0.925
	-0.017
	0.178
	-0.374
	0.340

	RSP4 Prompt action
	Assumed

equal
	7.093
	0.010
	0.422
	58
	0.675
	0.081
	0.192
	-0.303
	0.464

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.410
	47.356
	0.684
	0.081
	0.197
	-0.316
	0.477

	A1 Trusted Employee
	Assumed

equal
	1.235
	0.271
	0.980
	58
	0.331
	0.158
	0.162
	-0.165
	0.482

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.955
	48.233
	0.344
	0.158
	0.166
	-0.175
	0.491

	A2 Safe ferry service
	Assumed

equal
	0.014
	0.905
	0.277
	58
	0.782
	0.051
	0.182
	-0.314
	0.415

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.278
	55.867
	0.782
	0.051
	0.182
	-0.314
	0.415

	A3 Polite Employee
	Assumed

equal
	0.042
	0.837
	0.109
	58
	0.913
	0.020
	0.185
	-0.350
	0.390

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.110
	56.382
	0.913
	0.020
	0.184
	-0.348
	0.389

	A4 Supportive Employee
	Assumed

equal
	4.043
	0.049
	-0.277
	58
	0.782
	-0.051
	0.182
	-0.415
	0.314

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	-0.286
	57.368
	0.776
	-0.051
	0.177
	-0.404
	0.303

	E1 Individual attention
	Assumed

equal
	0.077
	0.782
	-0.463
	58
	0.645
	-0.084
	0.182
	-0.448
	0.280

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	-0.462
	55.359
	0.646
	-0.084
	0.182
	-0.449
	0.281

	E2 Respect privacy
	Assumed

equal
	0.488
	0.488
	0.553
	58
	0.582
	0.098
	0.177
	-0.256
	0.451

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.561
	57.710
	0.577
	0.098
	0.174
	-0.251
	0.446

	E3 Good care on board
	Assumed

equal
	0.042
	0.837
	0.109
	58
	0.913
	0.020
	0.185
	-0.350
	0.390

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.110
	56.382
	0.913
	0.020
	0.184
	-0.348
	0.389

	E4 Willing to listen
	Assumed

equal
	0.042
	0.837
	0.109
	58
	0.913
	0.020
	0.185
	-0.350
	0.390

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.110
	56.382
	0.913
	0.020
	0.184
	-0.348
	0.389

	E5 Ticket rescheduling
	Assumed

equal
	1.235
	0.271
	0.980
	58
	0.331
	0.158
	0.162
	-0.165
	0.482

	
	Not equal
	　
	　
	0.955
	48.233
	0.344
	0.158
	0.166
	-0.175
	0.491


Appendix C: Statistics of analysis
	Statistics
	

	Purpose Groups
	cases
	mean
	sd
	Se mean
	

	T1 Facilities are up to standard
	business
	27
	3.81
	0.834
	0.160
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.67
	0.777
	0.135
	

	T2 Ship's appearance
	business
	27
	3.96
	0.808
	0.155
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.94
	0.747
	0.130
	

	T3 Crew professional service
	business
	27
	4.00
	0.784
	0.151
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	T4 Cabin environment
	business
	27
	3.85
	0.818
	0.157
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.67
	0.777
	0.135
	

	R1 Sailing schedule
	business
	27
	4.04
	0.706
	0.136
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.88
	0.545
	0.095
	

	R2 Ticketing
	business
	27
	4.07
	0.675
	0.130
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	R3 Baggage checking
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.698
	0.134
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	R4 Crew promise
	business
	27
	4.04
	0.706
	0.136
	

	
	leisure
	32
	3.88
	0.554
	0.098
	

	R5 Dependable employees
	business
	27
	4.37
	0.742
	0.143
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.765
	0.133
	

	RSP1 Promised help
	business
	27
	4.26
	0.656
	0.126
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.12
	0.696
	0.121
	

	RSP2 Crew assistance available
	business
	27
	4.19
	0.681
	0.131
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	RSP3 Giving feedback
	business
	27
	4.07
	0.616
	0.118
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.765
	0.133
	

	RSP4 Prompt action
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.847
	0.163
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.03
	0.637
	0.111
	

	A1 Trusted Employee
	business
	27
	4.04
	0.706
	0.136
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.88
	0.545
	0.095
	

	A2 Safe ferry service
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.698
	0.134
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.06
	0.704
	0.123
	

	A3 Polite Employee
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.698
	0.134
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	A4 Supportive Employee
	business
	27
	3.89
	0.577
	0.111
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.94
	0.788
	0.137
	

	E1 Individual attention
	business
	27
	4.04
	0.706
	0.136
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.12
	0.696
	0.121
	

	E2 Respect privacy
	business
	27
	4.37
	0.629
	0.121
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.27
	0.719
	0.125
	

	E3 Good care on board
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.698
	0.134
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	E4 Willing to listen
	business
	27
	4.11
	0.698
	0.134
	

	
	leisure
	33
	4.09
	0.723
	0.126
	

	E5 Ticket rescheduling
	business
	27
	4.04
	0.706
	0.136
	

	
	leisure
	33
	3.88
	0.545
	0.095
	


Appendix D. Reliability and validity test results

1. Tangible dimensions

	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	T1 Facilities are up to standard
	3.73
	.800
	60

	T2 Ship's appearance
	3.95
	.769
	60

	T3 Crew professional service
	4.05
	.746
	60

	T4 Cabin environment
	3.75
	.795
	60


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.741
	.737
	4


	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.548

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	167.870

	
	df
	6

	
	Sig.
	.000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	T1 Facilities are up to standard
	1.000
	.873

	T2 Ship's apperance
	1.000
	.144

	T3 Crew professional service
	1.000
	.459

	T4 Cabin environment
	1.000
	.889

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.


2. Reliability dimension

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.785
	.794
	5


	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	R1 Sailing schedule
	3.95
	.628
	59

	R2 Ticketing
	4.07
	.691
	59

	R3 Baggage checking
	4.08
	.702
	59

	R4 Crew promise
	3.95
	.628
	59

	R5 Dependable employees
	4.24
	.751
	59


	Correlation Matrixa

	

	a. This matrix is not positive definite.


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	R1 Sailing schedule
	1.000
	.944

	R2 Ticketing
	1.000
	.992

	R3 Baggage checking
	1.000
	.992

	R4 Crew promise
	1.000
	.944

	R5 Dependable employees
	1.000
	.285

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.


3. Responsiveness dimension

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.706
	.707
	4


	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	RSP1 Promised help
	4.18
	.676
	60

	RSP2 Crew assistance available
	4.13
	.700
	60

	RSP3 Giving feedback
	4.08
	.696
	60

	RSP4 Prompt action
	4.07
	.733
	60


	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.587

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	85.865

	
	df
	6

	
	Sig.
	.000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	RSP1 Promised help
	1.000
	.342

	RSP2 Crew assistance available
	1.000
	.769

	RSP3 Giving feedback
	1.000
	.802

	RSP4 Prompt action
	1.000
	.279

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.


4. Assurance dimension

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.770
	.763
	4


	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	A1 Trusted Employee
	3.95
	.622
	60

	A2 Safe ferry service
	4.08
	.696
	60

	A3 Polite Employee
	4.10
	.706
	60

	A4 Supportive Employee
	3.92
	.696
	60


	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.607

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	214.492

	
	df
	6

	
	Sig.
	.000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	A1 Trusted Employee
	1.000
	.236

	A2 Safe ferry service
	1.000
	.896

	A3 Polite Employee
	1.000
	.910

	A4 Supportive Employee
	1.000
	.408

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.


5. Empathy dimension

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.811
	.805
	5


	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	E1 Individual attention
	4.08
	.696
	60

	E2 Respect privacy
	4.32
	.676
	60

	E3 Good care on board
	4.10
	.706
	60

	E4 Willing to listen
	4.10
	.706
	60

	E5 Ticket rescheduling
	3.95
	.622
	60


	Correlation Matrixa

	

	a. This matrix is not positive definite.


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	E1 Individual attention
	1.000
	.926

	E2 Respect privacy
	1.000
	.799

	E3 Good care on board
	1.000
	.970

	E4 Willing to listen
	1.000
	.970

	E5 Ticket rescheduling
	1.000
	.467

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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